DOCUMENT RYSUMF

ED 046 103 BA 002 227
AIITHNAR Acshlev, Fobert F,: Ponney, Isoonard r,
TITLE Planning £tandards, TYnventorv, and tilization Pata

for Hiaher Fiucation Tacilities in Twenty-Sayen
States. Tacilities Couprehensive Planning Frogran,

TRSTITHTION Hew York State Tducation Pept,, 2lbany. nffice of
Yigher Fducation Planning.

PUR DATE *eh 70 \

NoT*® "To.

PDLRR PFICE FDRS "rice M7-2(,AH% PC-¢2, 20

DESCRIPTORS Classroors, *Conpavative rnalysis, ®#%¥Avcational

facilitiees, *rducational Planninae, “iater *Aycation,
labhoratories, librariese, 0fficez (vacilitien),
*School Space, Svace Classification, Space
ntjlization, *Standaris

APSTRACT

"his docurent vresents two %inds of data, gathered
from several State reports, that vertain to hilher education
facilities, 'fhe first tvre of data reflects the st:ndards and svace
utilization forecast used in planning hiaher elucation facilities:
the second provides informatior about the utiiizaticn o existing
facilities, Planning standards are veported for classtoor,
laboratory, litrary, and office svace usage. Also {ircluded ate
exblanatione of the variables used in space utilizatior and plannino.
(Pages ii, % and " may repircduce poorly in hard cory hecausa of
narainal legitility.y ()




hY e

NEW YORK STATE
HIGHER EDUCATION

£EDGC 46103

FACILITIES
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROGRAM

PLANNING - INVENTORY - UTILIZATION
A 27 STATE SURVEY

~
U.5. DLPARIMENT OF REAUIH, EDUCANION & WELEARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATICN

TRIS COCUMENT KAS BEEX REPRODUCED EXACILY AS RECEIYED $ROM T
PLRSON OR ORGAMZATION QRHIGINATING 1T, POIRIS OF YiLW OR OPIKIONS
STAIED 0O ROT RECESSARSLY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EOUCATION

POSION Ok POLKY.

P

g
&
Q
Q The Univetsity of the Stote of New York
- THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
‘tj Office of Planning in Highet Education
Albany, New Yook 12224
ERIC 1 7



1984

1985

1978
1973
1972
1975
1977
11474
1976
1479
1180

1971

19132
1953

o8l

THE UNIVERSTTY OF TPE STATE O NEW YNRK
Pegents of the University (with vears when terms exnire)
Joaseph V. MeCovern, AJB., TL.B,, L.y, Lo, PO,
Chancellor o o v v v v v v v o o v v e v e o v e e o v oNew York

fverett 1. Pennv, B.C.8,, D.C,S,
Vice (hancellor, « v v v v v v o v v o o v o v o o o o« Jthite Plains

Alexander 0 Allan, Jroy LD, Tite e o o o v o 0 v v W Frov
Charles U, fH{1lard, Jr., AR, 11D, LoD, 0 0 0 v o« JBuffalo
Carl ¥, Pforzhelmer, Jr., 2.B., "R, DLOS, 0 00D, o . Purchase
Edward *f. v, Warburp, R.Se, LuBale 0 0 v v e v 0 v e 0 s tew York
Joseph To King, LLiBa v 0 ¢ v v 4 o v v s 4 v v o o o« « J»Nueens
Josenh U, Tadelfcato, "eDi v v v ¢ v ¢« 4 ¢+ v 4 v s o o a4 lrocklvn
Yes, Helen B, Tover, ARy, LEILLDL, LALD 0 0 0 o . v . JYorhester
Francis ¥, “tetiinleyv, V.S, LG, LN, o, o o v o+ . JGlens Falls
Jax Je abin, LM, LD L o s s e s v e e e et York

Kenneth B, Clark, A0, .S, a0, HitL.Py 0 0 0 0 o W JHastines
on Budsen

Stepaen ¥, Hafleyv, AJB,, 8.4, Mh, Pheny, LGB 0 L L JSvracuse
Barodd T Neveonh, Bl i vt vt et e e e e e e e JIepe

Theedore 'Y Plack, Mol o 0 v v o s v v v b e e s s e s WSaads Toint

President of the Unfversity and Commissioner of iducation
vald B. Nvauist

Execut{ve Deputy Commissfoner of Fducation
Gordon M. Ambach

Neputy Commissioner for Higher Fducation
Richard W, Couper

Assistant Commissfoner for Higher Education Planning
Robert . McCambridpe

Diteclor, Higher Education Facilities Planning
William $. Fuller

Dizector, Wigher Fducation Planning
wWillian N. Saith

Coordinator, Higher Education Facilities Comptehensive Planning
Odino A, Martinetti

2



22
o
e~
O
=
o
[ ]
(W)

PLANNING STANDARDS, INVENTARY, AND UTILIZATION DATA

FOR HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES IN TWENTY-SEVEN STATES

Prepared by:

Bureau of Hipher Fducation
Yacilities Comptehensive Planning

The University of the State of New York
TUE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

Office of Planning in Higher Education
Albany, New York 12224

Tebruaty 1970




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

rorronry

While enpaped tn formmlatiac, conducting, and evaluatine a statouvide
inventory of deher aducatfon factlities, the Hureau of lifehier Dducat{on
Facilities Comprehensive Plannine catelind vith fnterest the fafloe of fn-
formation from otaer states. Heports describiing nethods and results in the
activities of planninpg, foventorvine, and evaluating utilization of hieher
education facilftics vere of preatest {nterest.

On two occasfons data vere extracted from the accumulated renorts of
other states and assemhled for cempariseon of nlanninp nrocedures and cri-
teria. COne such comnarisnn vas made early in 1969 by leonard C. Fomnev and
fncluded data from six states. Soon after that ‘‘r, Ronnev collaborated
with Nobert FK., Ashlev, a conaultant to the Derartment, in a survey and com-
parison based on data from 16 states. This second comparfson vas fssued in
‘fav 1767, to coincida with the interim renort or. nropress of the New York
State {aventory of hipher education facilities. Both of these comparisons
were concerned only with standards and space factors used {n planning
methods by other states.

In the fall of 1967, “'essrs. Pomney and Ashley bepan extenslon of their
carlier renort to cover {nformatlion from 27 states and to include data on
fnventory and utflization. ‘fr. Pomnev went to the staff of the Western
interstate Commission for ipher Fducation in Novemher, and ‘lr. Ashler com-

pleted the renotrt which tollows.

¥illtan S. Yuller, Birector
'ipher Fducation Facilities Plannine
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GENFPAL

The request by the United States Office of liducatfion for ecach state to
classify and inventorv its higher education facilities nroduced varfous
reactions. Some states were alreadv well along in their tndependent cof forts
to develop fnventory and utilization survevs and planming methods. They
had onlv to continue their work, revising as necessarv to confarm to stan-
dard terminolopv and procedures set forth hy the Nffice of Fducation. Other
states suddenly bLecame {ntensely introsnective; at the same tf{me there was
a fatir amount of covert and overt casting about to see what others were do-
fng. This focus on lLipher education facilities and on the common problems
of ¢ounting what existed, and planning vhat was needed, nrovoked the evolu-
tion of a systematic approach to planning complete with its own jarpon.

In a greatly simplified descrintion, the planniang procedure for an in-
stitution starts with the acknot'ledpment of nualitative comnitments by the
fnstitution in academic, social, and anc{llarv ftelds. Thesc commitments
define what the inat{tution will become and cover such noints as how bip it
will bLe, what ft will teach, how it will teach, and how 1t will relate to
fts community and to other institutfons. The commitnents descrihe the
¢haracter of the expanded and matured institution. Next, planners exanmine
the qual{tative commitnenls and translate them into phvsical needs, The
statement of need lists the typee of facilitfes the institution w{il re-
quite to mect its aualitative comnitments. FYinallv, sizes and quantities
of needed facilities are calculated usine accepted standards and factors.

Standards and Space Factors

The word standard has manv definitions: one from Nebste[L§~§g!pnth New

Collepiate Dictionarv which sults our purpose well is, "sonethinp estab-

1i{sned by authority, custon, or penetal tonsent as a model or example.”

By this definition, planning standards would be such Itema as the area per

-1-
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student station, the area per faculty office, the student/faculty ratio, the
area per rcader in a library reading roor, the number of hours each week a
facility should bLe scheduled for use, and the percentage of gtudent stations
occupied during scheduled hours=-to name a few.

Three of the standards cited as examples can Le combined to compute a
factor of great utility in calculating the amount of instructional space
required for classrooms, teaching lahoratories, and lecture rooms. Using
the appropriate standard values for a specific ourpose, the arca per stu-
dent station (NASF/Stn), the hours per week the facility {s scheduled for
use (lirs/Wk), and the extent to which the provided stations are cccupied
&uring echeduled hours (X Stn Occup) can he arranped to indicate how much
area the inst{tution needs to present a base quantity of student-hours of
fnstruction each week, The resulting factor is in units of net asaipnable
square feet per weekly student hour. It is called the space factor and {s

cxpressed as:

NASF = NASF/Stn
vl Hres/Wk X X Stn Occup

Terms and abhreviations used in this report are defined {n the plossary
fncluded in the apnendix.
Putpose and Scape of Peport
The putpose »f this report is to present two tvpes of data or infomation
pertaining to higher education facilities, assemabled from the reports and pudb-
1ications of several states. The two types are:
1. Standards and space factnrs used in planning hipher education
facilities.
2. 1Information concerning existing facilities, pacticularlv the
quantities of tertain room tvpes snd scme measure of their

utilization.,



In general we have tried to present recent data assemhled through efforts
of the states to produce inventory and utilization studies requested by the
United States Office of Fducation. Thus, few of the source references report
on studies made earlier than 1967, FExceptions are reports from Connecticut,
Ill1inoils, Nebraska, and Ohio, Their inclusion, we felt, enhanced the across-
the-board sampling nature of this report.

Several comparisons may be based upon the assemhled information. First,
the standards and space factors used by a number of states for planning may
be compared among themselves. Next, the situations of several states wita
repard to the existence and utilization of facilities may be compared. Fur-
ther, comparisons may be drawn between the ideals represented by standards
and space factors and the realities indicated by inventory and utilization
data. Finally, the form and extent of inventory and utilization data reveal
how differently various states have responded to the uniform guidelines for
investigation and reporting suppgested by the Office of Education.

The following 1ist of states aud the type of information presented for
each are covered in this report:

Planning Inventory Utilization

Standards Data Date
1. Arkansas X X X
2. California X
3. Colorado X X
4. Connecticut X
5. Delaware X X X
6. Florida X X X
7. Illinois X X X
8., Indfana X X X
9. Iowa (State University) X

-3-
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Planning Tnventory Utilization

Standards NData Data
10, Kansas X X X
11. Kentucky | X X X
12. Missouri X X
13. Montana X
14, Nebraska X
15, New Hampshire X
16. New Jersey X X
17. New York X
18. North Carolina X X
19, ohio X
20. Oklahoma X X X
21, Oregon X
22, South Carolina X
23. South Dakota X X X
24, Texas X
25, Virginia X
26. West Virginia hd X X
27. Wisconsin X X X

Discussion

Standards, space factors, and inventory and utilization data are discussed
in three sections. Vivst, a discussion of standards and space factors
adopted by Individear states comnares these within their space categories
rather than state-by-state. The standards and space factors may be regarded
as puidelines for planning or idecal standards for the provision and use of

various tvpes of space. Inventory and utilization data are discussed in the

-t~
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second section according to the types of space reported, showing what resources
exist and how they are being used. Finally, ideals and actualitices are com-
pared so far as the availahility and the form of data will permit,

The information presented state-hy-state was selectced from s~urce ref-
erences and arranged to permit as many direct comparisons as
possible, 1In nearly all cases, the data shown for any one state are only a
portion of the total data available for that state. The items were chosen
because of common bases or like units which would facilitate comparisons.
Wherever averages had been computed for groups of institutions by size or
source of support, or--even better~-on a statewide basis, these were selected
in preference to numerous items for individual institutions. Where some states
presented all the data necessary to compute space factors but had not computed
them, the obvious computations were performed to simplify comparisons by reach-
ing a common term. Single entries in tables 1 and 2 derived by computation
from given data are identified by footnotes. Thus, data have been rearransed,
or a secord level derived by performing indicated computations with available
data, but in no instance has a value btz2en assumed for any item not supplied in

order that a computation or derivation could be performed.

STANDARDS AND SPACE FACTORS
Almost all of the states included in this study have identified standards
or space factors for one or more of the academic space types--classrooms, class
laboratories, offices, and libraries. Among those reporting standards or factors
there is general agrecment regarding the type of planning puide to be used.
Variations are apparent in the values of the standards and factors adopted by
the various states. Available data hav:been assembled in Table 1, General

Comparison of Standards and Space Factors for Twenty-Seven States and arranged

~5-
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in parallel form, as far as possible, for direct visual comparison. Where
further information or additional standards for other types of space were
readily available and deemed nertinent to this study, they are shovn in the
tables of data by individual states.,

Classroons

Twentv-four of the 27 states surveved indicate some standard or factor
applicable to classroom smace. Of these 24 states, 16 have adopted space
factors computed from standards as described earlier in this report. One
more state adopted the requisite standards but apparently did not compute
space factors from them. Data from the other seven states appear fragmentary,

Amonp the 16 states reporting space factors, 11 show a single factor
applicable to classrooms. Two states, Iowa and Kentucky, have adopted a
range of factors that vary with different room capacities. Delaware, Florida,
and Oklahoma set forth classroom space factors that varv with the size of the
institution as measured by enrollment. South Dakota has adopted single values
for Hrs/Wk and % Stn Occ, but has a ranee of values for NASF/Stn derending
upon the type nf seating in the classroom. The space factors range from 0,44
to 1,00 NASF/WSH,

Seven states exhibit different arproaches to the prohlem of projecting
facilities needs, particularly classroom space. Three states, Oregon, Virginia,
and ¥West Virginia, remort standard values for Hrs/Wk and for 7 Stn Occ, but
they do not indicate how these can be applied to project space requirements,
Ohio indicates a single value for Hrs/Wk and a range of values for NASF/Stn
varying as the size of the classroom varies., New Jersey reports various areas
in net assignable square feet of classroom space per full-time student accord-
ing to the type of institution and degree level. Connecticut reports only a
gross area per student of instructional space; Kansas merely states a gross

area of nonresidential space per student.
-6-
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Of the standards comprising the space factor, there was least variation
in the Hrs/Wk the ¢pace is scheduled. Seventeen states reported 30 Krs/Wk
and one each reported 31 and 34 Hrs/Wk, for an average value of 30 Hrs/Wk.
Fifteen states indicated a standard value for the area per student station
in classrooms. Ten states reported 15 net square feet, three reported 16 net
square feet and one each reported 14 and 16.5 net square feet per student
statfon. The average of these values is 15.2 NASF/Stn. Eighteen states show
standard values for the percentage of student stations occupled when the class-
room {s scheduled for use. These values are: eight at 60 percent, four at 67
percent, two at 66 percent, one at 66.6 percent, one at 65 percent, one at 55
percent, and one at 50 percent, for an averape value of 62 percent,

A composite classroom space factor computed from the three average valies
of standards would be 0.8l NASF/WSH, The significance of this composite value
is doubtful; the average values of the standards used in its computation are
derived from such different b.ses.

Class Laboratories

The same 24 states which reported standards applicable to classroom planning
also set forth standards applying to class laboratories in varyinpg degrees of
specificity. The approach in each case was approximately the same as in the
matter of classrooms.

Fifteen states listed space factors computed from standards. Two more
states presented standards without computing space factors. Tne remaining seven
states present data which appear incomplete for the purpose of projecting space

requirements for class laboratories.
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Among the class laboratory space factors for 17 states (15 reported and
two derived), five srhow a single factor for blanket application to class
laboratories, and a factor can be computed for a sixth. The others indicate
that requirements for this type of space vary according to different influences.
Six states showed ranges of space factors varying according to subject field.
Actually, seven states can be considered as using this same approach since
South Daknta presented a full set of standards, from which space factors may
be computed easily, wheréin the size of student station varies with the subject
field. Another four states--California, NDelaware, Kentucky, and Montana--suggest
a further degree of complexity by presenting space factors that vary with both
subject field and level of instruction.

The remaining scven states indicate standards more or less applicable to
class laboratories. Ohio shows values for Hrs/Wk and NASF/Stn varying with
subject field and level of instructfon. New Jersey presents only NASF per
full-time student varying with subject field and level of instruction. Oregon,
Virginia, and West Virginia each report single values of llrs/Wk and % Stn Oce
for class laboratories. As noted before, Connecticut mentions only gross area
of instructional space per student and Kansas merely gives a value of gross
nonresidential area per student.

The states which acknowledge different space requirements according to
subject field show no uniformity in identifying these fields. Some states,
such as Delaware, recognize only threce large fields--graduate includinp ag-
riculture, underpraduate liberal arts, and technical. On the other hand,
Illinois recognizes 6B different subject areas for individual standards apply-

ing to class laboratories.



‘ille various space factors ra.ge In size from 1,25 to 11,52 IASF/WSH,

The variation is almost entirely due to the different sizes of student sta-
tions for different subjects, there beinp little varfation in the standards
for HNrs/Wk and % Stn Occ. Generally, the smallest labaratorics are in fine
arts and accounting; the largest are in science and engineering.,

Nineteen states have adopted standard values for the Hrs/Wk a class
laboratory should be scheduled. There 1s little variation. The highest
value was 25 Ilrs/Vk, the lowest was 20 Hrs/Wk and the average is 21 llrs/Wk.

Values for % Stn Oce were reported by 18 states ranping from 60 percent
to 85 percent with an average value of 79 percent.

High and low values of NAST/Stn are given in table 1 to show the raage
of standards adopted by the varfous states, Tf only one value of NASF/Stn
was reported, this was entered as a high value. Among the states, Illineis
showed the widest range with a high of 250 NASF/Stn and a low of 30 NAST/Stn.
Kentucky reported the narrowest range, a high of 60 HASI/Stn and a low of
35 NASF/Stn., Fifteen hich values varied from 250 MNASF/Stn to 30 NASF/Stn,
the latter being the single value reported by Nehraska. The averase hiph
value is 104.2 NASF/Stn. lov values of NAST/Stn shoved much less vartation,
Ten reported values ranped between 20 and 48 NASF/Stn averapine 33,7 NASI/Stn.

Labioratary space factors {n RASI/WSH are shown in table 1 for 17 states,
11 showing both high and low values, The space factors for South Dakota and
Wisconsin rare comnuted from thelr revoorted planning standards, Prodictably,
the srace factors for Tllinois show the widest ranee, from a hipgh value of
11.0 NASF/UYSH to a low value of 1.50 NASI/WSN, «hile Kentucky shows Lhe nar-—
rovest range, from 3.21 to 2.06 NASF/USIL, 1Meh vatues of the snace factor
ranged from ‘lontana's 11,52 NASF/WSH, wvhich could not be verified because
NASF/Stn was not reported, down to 3.13 NASF/USI! for Arkansas., The averape

of 17 high smace factors Is 6,39 NASF/UWSH, [leven low values of tihe space fac—

tor ranpge between 3.90 and 1.25 NASE/WSH with an averare value of 2,08 NAST/USH,
0=
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Composite laboratory srmiace factors commuted from the average values of
the standards would be: high, 6.97 NASI/USH, and low 2,07 NASI'Y/USIH,  Apain,
the significance of these comnosite snace factors is verv doubtful hecause
they are the cnd result of much averaping.

Offices

Eighteen of the 27 states {ncluded in this survev reported some :vpe
of standard for nrojecting office area requirements. Fight of these offer
a single value of net area per FTE faculty without mentioning vhether this
is recommended mex office or ner occunant of lareer offices. One of the
elght clearly shows an additional provision eqnal to 25 percent of total
office arca for scrvice, clerical, and coanference space. The other scven
are not clear on tiis point. TIn this group of efpght standards, the areas
range from 110 to 160 NASY,

Five states have adonted a net arca allowance per PTFE faculty which is
intended to include office space, service area, and confereunce area. Values
of this tvpe of standard ranpe from 135 te 168 NASH,

Tour states determine the amount nf office space required on the basis
of net assignable square fect ner TFTE student., VYalues for all four varv with
the level of iInstruction. 1In one case therc is further variation bv size of
institution. Tn another, the arcas vary with the tvpe of program of fered,
and a third sugrests adding 25 percent for service snace. 7The standarc arcas
range from 5 to 20 NASY/TTE student at the undergraduate level in colleges
and universities and un to 40 HAST/FTE student at the praduate level.

The last state, lowa, snecifies the sfze of office by eight steps of
academic rank and by two academic levels, collepe level or department level.
Areas ranpe from 70 NASF for a praduate student to 150 NAST for a professor

and 225 NASY for the administrative head of a collepe.,

-10-
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Libraries

Sixteen of the surveyed states have standards f[or library planning.

Ten of the 16 states renortea standards applicahle to stack space, study
space, and service space. Three states pave standards only for stak and
study space, two more for study space alone, and one for stack space alone,
Only three atates gave any Indication of a desired number of'vnlumes related
to institutional size or enrollment,

Standards for stack space, 14 in all, were uniformly in terms of
net square feet ner volume to be housed or the reciprocal, the number of
volumes per square foot of stack space. Values ranged from 0.067 NASF/volume
(15 volumes per net sanare foot) to 0.10 NASF/volume (10 volumes per net square
foot).

Study or reader space standards reported by 15 states were all in units
of net assignable square feet. Nine states expressed their standards as net
area per FTE student, Five states expressed thelr standards as net areas for
a percentage of the FIF enrollment. One state used net area per full-time
student, and one used net area per station without indicating the basis for
providing stations. Areas provided for a percentage of the FTE enrollment
were In the range of 18 te 30 net square feet, and the stations were provided
for either 20 or 25 percent of the enrollment. Areas provided per FTE enroll-
ment ranged in size from 5 net square feet per lower division undergraduate to
10,2 net square feet, division not specified.

Ten states reported standards for library service areas. One state pro-
posed the same standard as for office space, two states specified an area per
librzry staff member, two more suggested a percentage of the study space, and
five states expressed service area as a percentage of the total of stack and

study space.
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Library standards, as reported, are remarkably consistent in form and
in value. Perhaps most noteworthy is the fact that some states which have
adopted comprehensive standards and factors for all other types of space

make no mention of lihraries.

INVENTORY AND UTILIZATTON DATA

Information regarding existing facilities and their utilization appears

less complete and less uniform than information on planning standards,

Only 17 of the 27 states presented any data on the facilities

they presently have in use. Fifteen of these 17 states offered in-
ventory data. Twelve states reported data on utilization, and 11 states
showed both inventory and utilization data. Of the 17 states indicating some
form of inventory or utilization data, 14 also reported standards or factors
for planning or nrojecting space needs.

To facilitate comparisons, inventory data are presented only for the four
types of space covered hy standards and factors--classroom, class laboratory,
office, and library. Utilization data were sought only for classrooms and class
laboratories. There are no acceoted units for measuring and comparing the
utilization of offices and libraries. Six states either reported the anounts
of each type of space in NASF/FTE student or supplied the elements from which
these units could be computed. One state, !'issouri, reported gross square feet
per FTFE student. Tlorida offered a statewide total of net assignable area and
the percentage distribution to different types of snrace. Three states showed
statewide totals of net assignable area in some or all of the four types of
space. All that could be found for one state was the averape student station

size in class laboratories.



The utilization data from 10 states showed somc combination of Hrs/uwk,
7 Stn Dcc, NASF/Stn, or space factors to gauge the use of classroom and class
laboratory space. In some instances data appeared in different units., Foot-
notes on table 2 1identify the items derived from other data by comjutation.
Classrooms

The inventories of seven states showed classroom snace ranging from 9,05
NASF to 15.1 NASF/FTE student. The averape of these values is 12,2 NASF.
Missouri reports 13.6 gross SF/FTE student. Florida reports 12,2 percent of
its statewide total of assignable area as being in classrooms. Kentueky, New
Bampshlre, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wisconsin merely show a statewide total
net area in classroom space. Those values are absolute and do not relate to
other data at hand.

Values of Hrs/Wk and % Stn Occ are glven in table 2 for seven states as
indicators of classroom utilization. Two of these seven states also report
an averapge value for the size of student station, making it possible to cal-
culate space factors for classroom use. Two other states In that group of
seven report classroom space factors without stating the values of NASF/Stn
used in ccmputation,

Delaware indicates classroom utilization using a space factor ohtained
by dividing the total net area of classroom space by the total number of wecekly
student contact hours. Kansas reports an average value of student station
size and a classroom factor without givinpg any other data. North Carolina and
Oklahoma state factors alone with no indication how they are computed.

Class Laboratories

Inventory information on class laboratories is available in the same form
from the same states as is the classroom information. There is one additional

item; Colorado lists an average value for the size of student station.

-13-
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Utilizatton data for class laboratories closely parallel the data for
classrooms except that there is no entry for Oklahoma, but one additional
entry from Indiana indicates a value for the size of student station.

Offices

Seven states inventory their office space in temms of the area provided
per FTE student. $ix use net area figures, one a gross &arca. 0One state re-
ports office snace as net area per FTE occupant and one other as net area per
FTE faculty. Florida indicates office space as a percentage of a statewide
total net area. Two states report their total net areas of office space,
Librardies

Only 11 states offered any measure of their library space, and these
reports tended te be vague. Tt i{s not clear wvhether study spaces are con-
sidered as separate or whether they are lumped in with libraryv space. Six
states report space per FTE student, five in net areas and one in gross area.
Florida reports a percentage of its statewide total net area as beinp library
space. Four states offer statewide total net library areas.

Other

The data from seQen states include, directly or bhv derivation, an item
listed in table 2 as the Comprehensive Unit Measure. This is the total area
of nonresidential facilities per T'TE student. Six of the values given are

in net assignable square feet; the Missouri value is in gross saquare feet,

COMPARISONS: STANDARDS AND FACTORS VS,
INVENTORY AND UTILTZATION DATA

Classrooms
Only one direct comparison may be made between standards and inventory.
New Jersey Is the only state using the same units of not assipnable square

feet per FTE student in both cases, New Jersev's averape classroom standard

of 12.3 NASF/FTE compares with its average inventorv value of 9.9 NASF/FTE.
14~
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There is more to be seen when comnaring rlassroom standards to utiliza-
tion. Seven states report classroom space factors hoth for planning and as

a measure o utf{li{zation. Theuretical and actual factors compare as follows:
Actual Space Factor

Planninp Space Factor (Statewide Average)
Arkansas 0.83 0.90
Delaware 1.00 1,008
I1linois 0.83 1,05
Ind{ana 1.00 1.02
Oklahoma 0,60 0.80
South bakota 0.74 1.11
Wisconsin 0.82 0.84

Class laboratories

Again, New Jersey is the cnlv state whose standards are in the same units
as the inventory data. Thiy time, however, a direct comparison is not sig-
nificant, The standards ranpe from 5.2 to 46.9 NASF/ITE: the average inventnry
value of six {nstitutions {s 11.9 NASF/FTF. Betler comparisons are availadble

{n Table 28, New Jersey Inveatorv and Utilization Data. The column headed

Class Labs leads off with a value of 10.9 NASF/FTIF, the standard for a 4-year
collepe, propram in educattion., Below that are the inventory values for six
reporting institutions.

The available data in class laboratorfes suppest the same sort of con-
parison between theoretical and actual that was made for classrooms. Six
states report class latoratorv snace factors for planning and for utilization:

thefr conparison follows:




Actual Space Jactor

State Planning Space Factor (Statewide Average)
Arkansas 3.13 1.17
Deluware 4.5 - 3,0 5.13
I11inois 11.0 - 1.56 4,48
Indiana 4.5 5.12
South Dakota 7.85 - 1.57 4,18
Wisconsin 3.7 2.1

Offices

Although 18 states indicate standards for projectinpg office space re-
quirements and 14 states report {nventorv data, direct comparison may be
made in only three cases where standards and inventory are stated {n comparable
units. New Jersey lists 9.5 net square feet per FTF student as the standard
for office srace, while the New Jersey inventorv shows office area amounting
to 7.7 net square feet per FIE student. Socuth Dakota proposes 120 net square
feet of office space per FTIE faculty and reports having 118.1 NASF on the
same basfs; Illinois proposes 135 net square feet per ¥TE faculty and reports
146 net square feet on fnventory.

No relation of standard to utilization can be develoned, there being no

measure of the utflization of offices.

Librarfes

Library data afford only three direct comparisons althouph there arte
16 standards proposed and 11 inventory entries. I1linois, Indiana, and
New Jersey 1list planning standards and fnventory quantities in net sauare feet

of study space pet FTF student as shovn belowv:

State Standard NASF/FTE Inventory NASF/FIE
11linois ? 5.1
Indiana 7 12.0
New Jetsey 11.0 7.5
S L.
[
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Missouri proposes 8.33 net squarc feet of study space per FTE student
as a library planning standard. In {ts inventory Missouri lists 11.5 gross
square feet per I'TE student. On the assumption that the ratin of net to gross
area is 0.6, the inventory quantity would te approximately 6.9 net square feet
to compare to the standard of 8.33 net square feet.

Other Factors

Among other inventory data, six states l{sted values of nct assignable
area of nonresidential space per FTF student, and one stute used gross area.
Of these, only Kansas had oroposcd a value for net assignable nonresidential
area ner student as a standard. The comparison is 105 NASF/FTF t:udent as a
standard versus 97.65 NASF/FTE student reported in inventory.

In additior. to the four major types of snace featured i{n this report, the
United States Office of Education lists five other types--special use, general
use, supnorting, medical care,and residential. Among the 27 state reports
surveyed, there is random acknowledgment of these other tvpes of space. Some
states propose standards and factors to project the needs for these other types
of space; some sta .9 include inventory information on these other types.
Being primarily concerned with classrooms, class laboratories, offices, and
1ibraries in this report, we have made no specfal effort to retrieve and re~
port data on these other kinds of space and have done so only when it appeared
conveniently with the data we snupht,

Summary and Conclusion

Tables 1 and 2, followinp, sumarize standards and srace factors, in-
ventoty and utilization data fron the reports of 27 states. State-bv-state
data backing up the entries in tables 1 and 2 are given fn the fndividual

state tahbles, numbets 3 to 42, inclusive,

“17-
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An overview of the summary tables suggests an emergent uniformity re-
garding the needs, the units, and the values of standards and factors for
projecting space requirements. There is less uniformity in the manner of
tallying existing facilities or evaluating their utilization, und such
uniformity as may be found here fs expressed in units different from those
us2d for standards and factora. The oprortunities for direct comparison ve-

tween ideal and actual are tno few to establish any significant relation.




APPENDIX A

GSr

NASF

I'TE

Stn

NASF/Stn

WsH

% Stn Oce

N'rs e

NAST/WSH

WASF/FIE

NASF/Vol

GLOSSARY OF TERAS

CGross Square Feet. The total floor area of a factlity computed
from 1ts outside dimensions and i{ncluding wall thicknesses,
columns, circulation space, scrvice and maintenance arees,
equipment rooms, etc.

Net Assipnable Square Feet (sometimes stated merely as ASF,
omitting word Net). The net area within a facility which
can actually be occunfed and used for specified purposes,
such as the arca of a classroom, office, or lahoratory com-
puted from wall-to-wall dimensfions.

Full-Time Ecuivalent. A theorcotical number of full-time
students or faculty havinp the same nced for space as does
the actual total faculty and enrollment of full-time, rart-
time, evening, nonmatriculated, and praduate students. One
method of calculating FTF students {s to divide the total
credit hours of {nstructfon presented by an institutfon by
the number of credi{t hours in a normal full-time student
load. FTE faculty may be computed by dividing total credit
hours by the number of credit hours in a normal teaching
load. (New York computes FTF students as the sum of full-
time students plus one-third of the part-time students.)

Student Station. The place taken by a student usinp a facility
for {ts intended purpose durinp scheduled use time.

Net Assignable Square Feet per Student Station. The number
of square feot per seat or work space calculated by dividing
the total net area of the snace bv the number of stations
located therein.,

Veeklv Student Hours {or clock hours). The amount of tine
in hours students occunv a room cach week for the scheduled
activities recauired bv the coursea offered.

Occupancy Factor. The nrercentare of student statfons that
are nccunfed within a particular room or srace vhen that
space {s scheduled for use. Sometimes stated as nercent
utilization.

Hours per Veek. The nun“er of hours each weck that a
particular tvpe of snace {s scheduled. s

Net Assipgnable Square Feet ner Weekly Student Hour. The amount
of noet space required to accomaplish 1 student hour of tnstrus-
tion in a wecek. Trequently teferred to as the snace factor.

Net Mssipnal:ile Sauare Feat per Tull=T{me fruivaleat. The
amonnt of srace necdad by each full-tine eauivalent student
or staff vhn occuntes the srace.

et Assienasle Sanare teet ner Volume., The snace required to
accommadate one valume, usually hound, or {ts eauivalent.
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Teble 3: ARKANSAS SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

Hrs NASF NASF NASF
per X Stn per per per
Room Type Range Wk Oce Stn WSH FTE Stu
1. Classroons - 30 60 15 0.83 -
2. Teaching laboratories - 20 80 50 3.13 -
3. Research space 1 sq. ft. per FIE undergrad.

65 sq. ft. per FTE masters
820 sq. ft. per FTE doctoral

4. Faculty offices 130 NASF per FTE faculty

5. Library 25,000 vol. for firat 600 FTE students
4+ 8,000 vol, for cach additional 200 FTE students

0.1 sq. ft. per vol., for first 150,000 vols.
0.09 sy. ft. per vol. for next 150,000 vols.
0.08 sq. ft. per vol. for next 300,000 vols.
0.07 sq. ft. per vol. for all additional vols.
6. Ratio NASF/GSF = 0,7
7. Cost factor = $29.00 per GSF

8. Other standards for student health, lounge, recreation and dormitory faciliiies

9




Table 4: ARKANSAS INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA, 1968

NASF/FIE Student by Room Type and Institutional Control

Public Public Statewide

Room Type Col and Unfv  Comm Col Private Average
Classrooas 13.4 25.9 19.5 15.1
Teaching laboratories 11.1 29.0 13.3 12,2
Phys, ed. 1labs, 5.0 13.6 12,7 6.9
Faculty offices 6.9 5.0 8.1 7.1
Other instr. space 12,3 10.3 22.2 14.4
Total instr. space 48.7 83.8 75.8 55.17
Total NASF 84,5 102.6 111.0 90.8

Utilizatfon sumary derived from utilisation and inventory data:

Classrooms Teaching Labs
Avg Hrs/Wx X Stn  Space Avg Hrs/Wk I Sta  Space
(Day) Oct Factor {hay) Oce Factor
Pudblic col and univ 24,0 61.8 0.90 11.3 1.4 1.17
(nine fastitutions)
Public COmn cox‘ 10.‘ 6108 ‘00‘ 13.‘ 69.8 3009
(tvo institutions)
Private ¢ols and univ 16,1 63.8 2.02 8.7 54,0 2.83
(eleven institutions)
w23




Table 5: CALIFORNIA SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

Nrs 2 Stn NASF
Room e Range Wk 0ce Stn

1. Classroonms - 34 66X 15

2, Labs (14 subject fields and 24 junior college fields)

Life and diology High 20 802 60
Low 25 852 55
MPE High 20 80X 110
Low 25 852 30
Social sciences High 20 802 60
Low 25 85% 30
Hunmanities Righ 20 802X 65
Low 25 852 40
Professions High 20 80X 60
Low 25 852 30
Junior collepes High 25 852 200
Low 25 852 30

3. Offfce Space

Universities - - - 130
Colleges - - - 110
Jr colieges, enrollment

under 1000 - - - 80
Jr collepes, enroliment

1000 or more - - - 80

&, Libra

Stagi - «10 ASF/volume

Study
Service

Stations for 20% of enro
400 square feet bdasic

“24a

31

NASF NASF
WSH FTE Stu

0.67 -

OO LSOO
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1,40

[ 20 T R N N I 2 T D B B

“ 140
- 160

1lment
140 ASF/FIE staff



Table 6: COLORADO SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

1. Classroons and Classroom Service Space

Hes/Wk X Stn Oce ASF/Stn ASF/uSH
30 67 16,125 (15 + 7.5X Service) 0.80

2. Teaching Laboratories and fervice Space

High 15 80 70.125 (55 + 27.5% Sve) 5.84
Low 20 80 47.0 (40 + 17.5% Svc) 2.94

3, Offices
168 ASF per FTE faculty (120 ASF 4+ 40X Svc and Clerical)

4, Library

Readers: 6.25 ASF/FTE student, universities
S ASF/FIE student, other institutions

Stacks: 0.0833 ASF per volume

Service: 25% of stack and reader space




1.
2.
3.
4,

L
-

6.

Table 7: COLORADO INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA, 1958

Square Feet per Student Station {n Class Lahoratories

Institution Type

State colleges and universities
State 2-year colleges

All state institutions

District 2-year collepes

Private colleges and universities

All instftutions

NASF/Stn

44
69
46
39
3
45



Table 8: CONNECTICUT SPACE FACTORS AND STANDARDS

GCross Gross
Sq Ft Sq Ft
Student Student
1. Nonresidential (subtotal) 147
Instructional 98
Research 24
General 14
Auxiliary 1
2. Residential (subtotal) 237
3. Total Space 484




Table 9: DELAWARE SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

(Recommended by Academy for Educational Development)

Classroom
Less than 1,000 FTE students

With 1,000 to 3,000
More than 3,000

Laboratory
Graduate program including agriculture

Undergraduate liberal arts program
Technical programs

Office

1.00 NASF/WSH
0.83 "
0.67 "

NASF/WSH

1"

“"

W
. o
wowm

An allowance of 140 net assignable square feet per person requiring office
space (to include office-service space and conference rooms).

Library

An allowance of 1 NASF/10 volumes for stack space.

An allowance of 20 NASF/reader for 25 percent of the students.

Service space to be treated similar to office space.

All other

Special use facilities, general-use fucilities, supporting facilities,
and residential facilities should depend on the needs of the individual

facility,

~-28~
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Table 10: DFLAVAPE TRVENTORY AND UTILIZATTON DATA

Inventory, Fall 1967: NASF/FTE Student by Room Type and Institution

Del Tech and Del St U of Brandy- Wesley
Room Type Comm Col Col Del wine Col

Classroom 63.92 39,50 13.16 13,57 11,50
Laboratory 43,30 66.45 39.00 - 16.47
Office 24,32 35,93 24.81 6.03 21.13
Study facilities 8.68 17.82 15.75 1.14 7.81
Special-use facilities 2.71 44,35 20.16 3.23 23.56
General-use facilities 30.40 73.17 13.99 11.41 36.18

. Supporting facilities 21.64 4,66 11.18 1.48 _13.72
Total NASF/FTE student 195.97 281.88 138,05 36,86 130,37

Utilization, Classroom &nd Laboratory, Fall 1967

Classroom Laboratory

Student NASF Student NASF

Contact per Contact per

Institution Hours NASF SCH Hours NASF SCH
Del Tech and Comm Col 7,666 17,681 2.306 615 8,230 13.38
Delaware State College 11,454 30,540 2,667 2,549 48,423 19.00
University of Delaware 107,860 86,487 .801 26,533 107,869 4,07
Subtotal 126,980 134,708 1.061 29,697 164,522 5.54
Brandywi : College 14,794 10,576 . 715 1,968 3,320 1.69
Wesley College 10,737 8,404 . 782 3,362 12,038 3.58
Subtotal 25,531 18,980 .743 5,330 15,358 2.88
Crand Total 152,511 153,688 1.008 35,027 179,880 5,13

-20.
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Table 11: TFLORIRA SPACE STANDARDRS AND FACTOPS

Summary, NASE/VTE Pnrollment

Iuninr Follepoe Iy lnrollment

lnder r 1000 10001999 2020 and Ovcr Collepes lniversities

1. Classrooms 4.1 11.] 12,1 12.4 10,1
2, Class labs 11.86 191 3.9 h,5 8.3
3. Offices 11.7 11.7 11.7 13.7 17.7
4. Study 7.8 7.6 7.5 10,2 11.8
5. Special use 15.1 15.0 15.0 15,0 18,0
6. General use 10.2 8.2 6,2 3,0 33.0
7. Supporting 2,5 2.3 2.2 5.1 6.0
8. lesidential b.0 _ILQ N0 _o8.4 60,9

Total 7.1 68,0 63.6 151, 166.3

Standards for lassrooms ﬂﬂﬂ<€]ﬂ$ﬁ.}ﬁhﬂtﬁpﬂxiﬁﬁ.-

Junior Colleges Hy Farollment

Under 1000 10G9=1999 2000 and Over (olleges Universities

(lassrooms

Hr/wk 28 28 23 30 33
7% Stn occ 60 65 70 (] 6n
NASE/Stn 18 13 18 16 15
HAST/WSH 1.07 0.99 0.92 0.59 0,76

Class labs

lir/vk 13 21 24 20 2]
7 Stn oce 50 30 30 an 59
AST/Stn 55 55 55 59 55
NAST/WSH 3.82 3.27 2,87 1.4% 3.27

-3~
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Table 12: FLORIDA TNVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA, 1968

Reported in North Carolina Facilities Inventory
and Utilization Study, 1968

Inventory: Percentage Distribution of Net Assignable Area
by Room Type and Institutional Control

Net Study

Assignable Clm Lab Office Facils
Sq Ft 7 % % %
Public cols and univ 9,739,949 8.0 25.1 19,7 8.5
Public jr cols 3,882,080 23.8 22,0 16.2 10.1
Priv cols and univ 5,249,804 9.4 11.5 11.7 8.3
Priv jr cols 182,543 8.7 2,0 4.8 2.9

Total, public and

priv inst 19,054,376 12,2 20.3 16.4 8.8

Utilization: Scheduled Hours per Week and Percent Stations Occupied
when Room in Use, Clagssrooms and Class Labs by
Institutional Control

Classrooms Class Labs
% Stn % Stn
Hr/wk Occ H. Mk Occe
Public cols and univ 24 .4 58.8 5.6 57.9
Public jr cols 22.7 60.0 14,0 59.6
Priv cols and univ 16.6 51.4 3.4 66.4
Priv jr cols 19,0 52,4 0 0
Total, public and
priv inst 21.9 57.9 9.1 59.9
-31-
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Table 13: ILLINNIS SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

‘ Hes % Stn NASF NASF
Room Type kange Wk Oce  Stn_ 1N
1, Classroom - 30 60% 15 0.83
2. Labs (10 subject fields subdivided into 58 master areas)
Agriculture High 20 80% 160 10.00
Low 24 80% 65 3.39
Business High 20 BO% 32 2.00
Low 24 807 32 1.67
Education High 20 80% 65 4,06
Low 24 807 32 1.67
Engineering High 20 80% 160 10.00
low 24 80% 32 1.67
Arts Hirh 20 80% 100 6,25
Low 24 80% 48 2.50
Journalism Hiigh 20 80% 96 6.00
Low 24 807% 48 2.50
Liberal Arts High 20 807 68 4.25
Low 24 80% 30 1.56
Library Science Hipgh 20 807 48 3.00
Low 24 80% 48 2,50
Physical Fducation High 20 80% 250 11.00
Low 24 807. 32 1.67
R.O0.T.C. High 20 80% 32 2,00
Low 24 80% 32 1.67
3. Offices
Staff>» 25 135 NASF/FTE Staff
Staff <25 135 NASF/FTF Staff and conference space

4, FTesearch space based on research demand units calculated for 105 research areas
5. Storage based on percent of total NASF space allotment for department
6. Library Stack--.1 NASF/Volume to ,07 NASF/Volume based on size of library
Study--7.5 NASF/FTE undergrad + 7.5 NASF/FTE prad + 15 NASF/FTE faculty
Service-~25% of study space
7. Commons Space--1.5 NASF/FTE student
1.0 NASF/FTE student additional {f large % of commuters
8. Physical Plant-~2.2% of total NASF
9. Student Services--8.25 NASF/FTE student residential
9,25 NASF/FTE student commuter
10. Health Services--Range of 4.0 NASF/FTE student to 1.5 NASF/FTE Student based
on fncreases in eanrollment
11. Inactive Space--1%Z of total academic space
12. Non I & R Gymnasium--12.1 NASF/Undergrad + allowances for grad students and staff
13. Purchasing Stores--Range of 1.0 NASF/FTE student to 4.5 NASF/FTE Student based
on level of student




Tahle 14: TLLINOIS INVENTORY AND UTILTIZATION DATA

Inventory from Statewide Space Survey, Fall Term 1965

Statewide Grand

Type of Space Mean, NASF/FTE Student
Classrooms 16,5
Teaching laboratories 13.7
Office, including conference 146,52
Library, reading and study 5.1

Utilization: Scheduled Hours per Week and Percent Stations Occupied
When Room in Use, Classrooms and Class Labs by
Institutional Control

Classrooms Class Labs
% Stn Z Stn
Hr/Wk Occe NASF/Stn Hr/Wk Oce NASF/Stn

Public universities 29.7 56.4 14,7 18.9 79.9 69.7
Public junior colleges 39.3 59.1 16.6 30.8 91.4 33.7
Private universities 23.2 58.2 15.8 15.7 4.7 51.7
Private 4-year colleges 19.8 56,2 16.8 15.2 70.0 43.8
Private junior collepes 20.1 56.9 19,3 14.1 77.2 49.3

Total, public and

private institutions 23.5 57.0 16.3 16.6 74,3 47.8
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Table 15: TINDIANA SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

Hrs % Stn NASF NASF NASF
Room Type Wk 0cc Stn WSH FTE Fac
l. Classrooms 30 50% 15.0 1.00 -
2. Laboratories
Teaching 20 757% 67.4 4,50 -
Research-Soc Sci - - - - 2
Beh Sci - - - - 100
Phy Sci - - - - 300
Life Sci - - - - 600
Music Practice 40 100% 72.0 1.80 -
Music Studio 40 100% 496,0 12.40 -
- 3. Offices 140 NASF/FTE staff
4, Library
Study 3.5 NASF/undergrad, law,and graduate student
" Stack .10 NASF/volume
Carrel 3,5 NASF/law and graduate student
Service 327% of study and carrel
Musecum 1% of total
5. Gymnasfum 15.70 NASF/WSH
6. Storage 27 of academic for each department
-3




Table 16: INDIANA INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA

 Inventory, Fall 1967:

NASF/FTE Student by Type of Space and Type of Institution

Public Support
NASF/Stn Private State Regional
Type of Space (Statewide) Support Univ, Campuses Statewide

Classrooms 14.4 17.5 10.0 15.1 13,1
Teaching labs 38.3 31.0 30.0 12.7 28,3
Research labs 194.0 3.4 12.8 0.6 8.1
Offices . 129.2 19.3 26.6 10.3 22.2
Library 60.4 19.0 9.1 5.3 12,0
Support - £.8 17.7 3.1 13,0
General use - 24.5 10.1 7.4 14,7
Medical care - 0.3 1.3 - 0.8
Residential - 1.0 2.3 - 1.5
Other - 5.4 6.0 1.9 5.3
Total 130.5 125.9 56.3 119.4
Office Area/FTF Staff
Department Function

Admin and genl serv 179 140 - 154
Instruction and research 142 158 - 146
Other nonres depts 131 115 - 122
Total 11 43 89 141

Library Study Carrell Total

Statewida area/station 27.6 35,7 60.4

-35-

42




Table 16: INDIANA INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA (cont'd.)

Utilization:

Composite Utilization (NASF/WSH) for Classrooms
by Campus Size and Program Emphasis, Fall 1967

Avg Room Percent
Hours Stn Use __ NASF/WSH
School Grouping Day Eve Day Eve Day Eve
Campus Size
Under 500 15.7 4.3 47 56 1.97 6.34
501- 750 18.6 3.7 46 38 1.63  11.45
751-1500 17.7 5.9 56 44 1.42 5.68
1501-5000 18.8 9.8 55 49 1.36 3.10
Over 5000 30.0 6.1 56 49 .80 4,58
Program Emphasis
Liberal Arts 18.2 4,8 52 41 1,52 6.83
under 2000
Liberal Arts 19.9 8.0 55 49 1.24 3.33
over 2000
Engr/technical 20.5 4.3 56 41 1.35 8.37
Regional campuses 16.4 9,7 57 51 1.38 2.83
Multiprogram 31.2 5.2 56 48 .78 5,61
Statewide Total 23.9 7.1 56 49 1.02 4,02
p— = = == = = ] ===
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Table 16: INDIANA INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA (cont'd,)

Utilization {cont'd.):

Teaching lLab Utilization by Campus Size,
Program Emphasis and Source of Support, Fall 1967

Average Percent
School Grouping Rm Hrs Stn Use NASF/Stn NASF/WSH
Campus Size
Under 500 14.9 77 42.1 4,98
501- 750 12,7 51 28.9 6.33
751-1500 12.2 60 36.5 7.93
1501-5000 18.0 58 37.4 6.05
Over 5000 19,5 66 35.3 4.44
Program Emphasis
Liberal Arts under 2000 12.5 58 36.0 7.03
Liberal Arts over 2000 19.0 64 37.4 5.23
Engr/technical 13.5 61 42.7 9.18
Regional campuses 20.0 57 33.2 4,84
Multiprogram 19.5 66 35.3 4.48
Source of Support
Public 20.1 65 36.4 4.48
Private 14.6 60 35.3 6.52
Statewide Total &_5_ g g Sé
-37-
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Table 17: IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

Hrs %z Stn NASF NASF
Room Type Range Wk Occ sStn WSH

1. Classrooms (minimum size of 400 square feet)
Class Size:

Less than 35 - 30 60% 18 1.00
35 to 60 - 30 60% 15 0.83
61 to 150 - 30 60% 12 0,66
Over 150 - 30 ¢ 60% 10 0.55

2. Laboratories (based on 63 subject fields)

Agriculture High 20 80% 120 7.50
Low 20 80% 22 1,38
Engineering Righ 20 80X 120 7.50
Low 20 80% 40 2.50
Home Economics High 20 80% 110 6.88
Low 20 80% 22 1,38
Science and Humanities High 20 80% 926 6.00
Low 20 80% 20 1.25
Vet Medicine High 20 80% 65 4,06
Low 20 80% 40 2.50
3, Library

Stacks=--0.1 NASF/Volume

Study--30 NASF/Station for 25X of enrollment
Carrels--28 NASF

Faculty study--48 square feet

Service--19% of total library

4., Offices College Department
Administration head 225 NASF 180 NASF
Conference 400 NASF 300 NASF
Reception 200 NASF 150 NASF
Clerical 80 NASF 80 NASF
Files 200 NASF 100 NASF
Professor - 150 NASF
Instructor (double) - 160 NASF
Graduate - 70 NASF
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Table 18: KANSAS SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

Standards: Kansas State Board of Regents, December 1968,
cited 175 gross square feet per student as
"conservative and reasonable" for the six state
schools under {ts jurisdiction. Assuming a net
to gross ratio of 0.6, this becomes 105 NASF per

EIE student,

Table 19
KANSAS INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA

Inventory, 1968:

Number of Average

Institutional Control Institutions NASF/FTE

Public 4-year {nstitutions 7 97.6
Private &-~-year 18 164.6
Cunmunity junior colleges 16 108.4
Private 2-year collepes 5 154.7

NONRESTIDENTIAL SPACF, NASF/FTE STUDENT, WEIGHTED AVERAGES

Teaching
Classroons Labs Offices Librarics Total
&~year pudbliec 9.05 16.28 19.30 8.59 97.65
4-year private 24,59 21.20 17.93 18.31 164,57
Conmunity junior 20.89 26.48 10.46 10.45 108,42
2-year private 23.11 28.58 21.65 16 .82 154,74
‘”.
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Table 19: KANSAS INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA (cont'd.)

Ut{lization, 1968: Summary of Space Factors for Classroom

and Teaching Laboratories

Classroons ' Teaching Lab

Weighted Ne:ghted
College Group High low Avg High Low Avg
4-year public 1.17 0,62 0.74 5.29 1.77 2,94
4-year private 2,42 1,07 1.1 24,94 1,54 5.277
2-year private 3.70  1.15 1.69 13,64  1.94 7.55
Community junior 6.06 0,77 1,63 15.23 1,59 4,37

Office Area per E@ployee1 Requiring Offfce Space

HWefghted Avg2

College Group Sq Ft/Petson
4-year pudblic 142,13
4-year private 237.33
2-year private 186,30
Community junior 174,92

1Includes all employees--full-time, part-time, praduate students

2!ncludes offices, conference tooms, and office service areas

~40-
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Table 20: KENTUCKY SPACE STANDAPDS AND FACTORS

Hrs X Stn NASF  NASF

Room Type Ranpe W Qce Stn wsil
1. Classrooms

20 Stns/Classroom - 3 66, 17 0.83
30 Stas/Classroom - 31 66% 15 0.76
50 Stns/Classroon - 31 66% 14 0.68
125 Stas/Classroom - 31 662 10 0.49
250. Stns/Classroom - 31 66% 9 0.44

2. Ladoratories
Undergrad-Science High 22 85% 50 2.95
lovw 22 85% 40 2.14
Underprad-Lib Arts High 22 85X 45 2,41
low 22 857% 15 2,06
Universities Hish 22 85% 60 3.21

Low 22 85% 50 2.95

3. Offices
Collepes and universities--14 NASF/FIF student
Universities-prad-<20-40 NASF/FTF student
Comnunity colleges--12 NASF/FIE mrtudent

4, Residential Space
Pul:lic-«113.,5 NASF/board=d student
Private--120,.0 NASF/boarded student

5. Other Space (service, research, auditorfum, library, physical educatfon,

student union)
Dinfnpg and lounge--52 NASF/boarded student for lounge and dining

Community colleges--75.4 NASF/student
General-~66 NASF/FIE student

41~
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Table 21: KENTUCKY INVENTNRY AND UTILIZATION DATA

Inventory (1967): Net Assignable Square Feet by Room Ty.e
and Institutional Control

Public Independent Total

Room Type Sector Sector Commonweal th
Classroom 785,636 410,909 1,196,545
Laboratory 1,158,420 312,384 1,470,804
Office 1,102,618 438,340 1,540,958
Study 571,114 354,140 925,254
Special use 1,484,235 399,838 1,884,073
General use 882,869 969,727 1,852,596
Support 1,456,986 592,643 2,049,629
Medical care 192,690 2,076 194,766
Residential 3,734,244 1,785,901 5,520,145
Prorate 299,653 64,341 163,994
Other 545,274 14,1383 559,657

Total 12,213,739 5!344!682 17!558!421

Utilization

Percent Hrs Scheduled

of Insti~ of &4 Rr Percent
tutional Wk Heek Stn Oce
Public Sector
General c¢lassrooms 52 61 k )}
Laboratories 30 36 21
Independent sector
Ceneral classrooas 40 41 23
Laboratories 20 21 13
Comnonwealth Summary
General classrooms 4 55 29
Laboratories 27 32 19
42
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Table 22: MISSOURI SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

The following standards and factors have been tentatively adopted
by six Missouri institutions:

Classroom space (excl. service) 0.833 NASF/WSH
Laboratory space (excl. service) 3.75 NASF/WSR
Faculty office space 125 NASF/FTE fac plus 25X

of office space for service areas
Litrary space
Reader 8.33 NASF/FTFE stu
Stack 1 NASF/15 vols

(50,000 volsg/first 600 FTE stu.plus 10,000 vols each add'l,
200 students)

Service 25% of reader and stack
Adwinfstrative space S NASF/FTE stu
Physfcal plant space 7.5% of academic and general space

Other facilities bv enrollment

Under 1000 25 NASF/FTE stu

1000 to 3000 16 NASF/FIE stu, minimum of 24,000

Over 3000 14 NASF/FTF stu, minimum of 48,000
-41-
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Table 23: MISSOURT INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA

Inventory, 1968: Gross Sq Ft per FIE Student

Public Private All

Type of Space Institutions Institutions Institutions
Classroom 10.7 20.3 13.6
Laboratory 18.1 33.3 22.7
Office 14.9 26,2 18.3
Study 8.7 18,2 11,5
Special 9.7 15.3 11,3
General 12,0 35.9 19.1
Support 5.6 18.5 9.5
Medical 1.7 8.4 3.7
Residential 43,0 87.8 56.4
Other 621 1.4 _84.2

Tr-21 Gross Sq Ft

p-. FTE Student 187.1 398.3 250.3




Table 24: VONTANA SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTOPS

Standards for Station Use

Classrooms: 30 Hrs/Wk @ 60% Stn Occ = 18 MNrs/wk/Stn

Class Labs, upper and laower division:
20 Hrs/Wk @ 80X Stn Occ = 16 Hrs/Wk/Stn

Space Factors:

Room Type Lower Div Upper Div
1. Classroons 0.83 0.83
2. Class labs
200 Life Science 2.81 4,38)
4.38 7.19) tange
300 MCPE Sciences 1.88 1.88) R
7.50 11,52) Ranee
400 Behavioral Science 2.19 2.81
500 Humanities 2.81 4,38
600 Professions 2.19 2.19) Re
2.81 4,38) hange
700 Technical-Vocational 2.19 2.19) R
7.19 7.19) fange

3. offices -~ Faculty 160 Sq Ft/FTE

Public Service 160 Sq Ft/r1E
Administration 320 to 120 Sq Ft/FTE
Ft/FTE lowver div

q
q FL/FIE upper div
q Ft/FIF grad student

4. Library ~ Study Space 5§
18
98s

Stack Space 0.1 Sq Ft/volume
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Table 25: NEBRASKA SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTOFRS

Hrs X Stn NASF  NASF

R O¢e Stn W
1. Classroons 1n 65% 15 0.77
2. Lahoratories 20 any. 0 1.88
~Lb-
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Table 26: NEW HAIPSHIRE TRVENTORY AND UTILYZATTON DATA

Statewide Summary of Assignable Areas fn Academic Type Space:

Roon e NASF

Classroom 522,679

Laboratory 637,639

Office 290,179

Library | 324,899
47~
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Table 27: NFW JERSEY SPACFE STANDARDS AND FACTONS

Planning Modules, Net Square Feet per Full-Time Stud:nt

Undergraduate Pudblic Office Total
Institutions Classrooms Class Labs Fac Adm Library Other*  NASF

4-Year College

Education 9.6 10.9 2.5 3.7 11.0 36,5 81.2

Liberal Arts 12.3 5.2 9.5 3.7 1,0 36.5 78.2

Fngineering 15.0 28.6 15.2 3.7 11.0 46.9 120.4
Unfiversity

Education 10.8 13.1 9.5 3.7 11.0 43.5 91.6

Liberal Arts 13.0 10.0 9.5 3.7 11.0 43,5 90.7

Enpineering 12.9 46.9 15." 3.7 11,0 53.9 143.6

2-Year College

General sacademic 11.4 6.5 9.5 3.7 8.7 36,0 15.8
Career, nonlaboratory 11,0 13.0 2.5 3.7 7.0 36.0 80.2
Career, laboratory 10.3 47.9 9.5 1.7 1.0 3.0 114.4

#0ther types of space include fatulty reseirch, data processing, physical
education, audiovisusl, asseambly, dining and snack faciiities, lounge
and tecreation, merchandise, health, student affairs, heat, and storage.




Table 28: NEW JERSEY INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA

Comparison of Actual NASF per Full-Time Day Student at Six Public,
Nonresidential, FEducation Colleges with Standard Planning Modules
for This Type of Institution

Office Total
Ingtitution Classroom Class Labs Fac Adm Library Other* NASF
Standard 9.6 10.9 9.5 3.7 11.0 36.5 81.2
Glassboro 9.8 15.4 8.7 4.0 7.6 30.1 75.6
Jersey City 7.4 6.9 6.6 2.9 4.2 24,2 52.2
Montelair 10.1 13.9 7.9 2.7 9.7 30.2 74.5
Newark 11.3 11.5 8.7 4.7 5.0 1.6 72.8
Pateraon 12.7 9.0 7.9 2.9 14,2 33.9 80.6
Trenton 8.0 15.0 6.5 4.1 4.5 35.1 73.8

*0ther types of space intlude faculty research, data processing,
physfical education, audiovisual, assembly, dining and snack
facilities, lounge and recreation, merchandise, health, student
affairs, heat,and storage.
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Table 29: NEW YORK INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA

From 1967 Statewide Inventory of Higher Fducation Facf{lities

Institution Control, Level NASF/FTE Student
and Type of Program Clrm Lab Office Study Facils

A. 2-Year Colleges

1. Private instftutions 24,0 29,2 18.0 17.2
2, City University of N. Y., 14.7 11.0 10.9 5.7
3. Community colleges 9.1 12,7 9.3 3.7
4. Ag and tech colleges 12.2 38.0 16.9 4.9
B. 4-Year and Graduate
1. Private fanstftutions
a, &4-year colleges 16.8 18.6 18,6 12.9
b, Doctoral institutfons 13.6 25.0 27.1 12.3
2, City University of N. Y.
a, b-year collepes 8.8 1.1 11,3 5.2
b. Doctoral center 8.9 3.9 40,5 9.6
3. State University
a. University colleges 17.2 22.8 22,1 8.4
b, Statutory colleges 21.6 141.2 65.4 19.4
¢. Unfiversity centers 13.9 31.7 36.0 16.9
<. Professional prograns
1. Private institutions
a. Law 20.4 1.6 20.8 39.7
b, Medicine 17.7 224.8 119,2 24,1
c. Religion 33. 4.0 4.9 58.2
2, State University
a. Medical centers 18.9 235.7 129.5 22.5




Table 30: NORTH CAPOLINA TNVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA

Selected Inventory Net Areas and Factor Indicating Utilization

Institution by Control NASF/FTE Class Factor* Lab Factor*
and Level 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967
1, Consolidated university 120 133 1.20 1.30 5.83 17.03
2, Regional universities 82 76 1,12 1.17 4,18 4.04
3. Public senicr colleges 102 99 1,57 1.66 4,67 3,81
4. Private universities 211 188 1.57 - 7.56 -
5. Private 4-year colleges 112 108 1.68 2.08 6.52 8.40
6. Private 2-year conlleges 88 86 1.21 1,30 3.05 4.00
7. Community col. system 81 84 1.21  1.20 3.72 4,00
*Factor = NASF/Stn

Hrs/Wk x % Stn Occ
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Table 31: OHTN SPACE STARNDATDS AND FACTORS

lirs NASF
Roon Type W Sen  ase

1. Classrooms

lecture halls 31 10 -

Large (60-100) 30 13 -

Medium (30-60) 30 15 -

Small (15-30) 30 18 -

Seminar 30 20 -
2. Teaching Labs

Lower division 20 40 -

Upper division 20 60 -

Graduate 20 75 -

Drafting 20 35 -

Fine Arts 20 45 -
3. Offices

Faculty - - 110

Stenographic - - 100

Department head - - 150

Counselling office - - 100
4, Library

Reading space - 25 -

Carrels - 35 -

Stacks--.08 NASF/Volume
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Table 32: OKLAHOMA SPACF STANDARDS AND TACTOPS

Hrs % Stn MASY NASF

Room Type Range Wk _ Occ Stn ﬁgﬁ_
1. Classrooms
Enroll <1000 - 27 677 16 0.89
1000 <E <3000 - 28 67% 16 0,84
3000 <enrollment - 30 677 16 0.890
2, Laboratories (breakdown by subject field)
1.ife sciences - 24 80% 75 3.90
MCPE sciences - 24 807 144 7.50
Behav sctences - 24 80% 60 3.12
Humanities - 24 807 48 2.50
Technical-Vucational (nine subject field areas)
High 24 80% 96 5.00
Low 24 80% 38 1.97
General - 24 807 48 2.50

3. 0ffices-~-5 NASF/Lover division FTE student
7 NASF/Upper division FTFE student
12 NASF/Craduate FTE student
Service---257% of total

4. Other Instructional Space, by ecnrollment

Under 1000--=va—eaeenuaa- 24 NASF/FTE student
1000 to 3000--==-vme—euaa 16 NASF/FTE student and minimum of 24,000 NAST
Over 3000=~===w—rececanen 14 NASF/FTE student and minimum of 48,000 NASF

5. Library
Reader----5.00 NASF/FTE lower division, 6.25 NASF/FTE upper division,
and 7.50 NASF/FTE graduate
Stack-~---~ .0667 NASF/Volume
Service--~25% of reader + stack

6. Administration Space---5 WASF/FTF student

-53-
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Table 33:

Classrooms

Class laboratories
Faculty offices
Libraries

Other instructional
Administrative

Research:
Lab facilities

Offices

OKLAHOMA INVENTORY AND UTILIZATTON DATA

Fall Semester, 1967

Net Permanent
Space Avallable

642,156
805,803
464,520
520,932
903,678

259,484

401,817

57,885

~54—~

WSH
1967

801,672

Ratio
NASF/WSH

0.80
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Table 34: ORFGON SPACE STANDAPDS AND FACTORS

lirs ) 7. Stn

Room Type Wk Oce

1. Classrooms 30 607
2. Laboratories 20 807
3. Physical Education 30 -
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Table 35: SOUTH CAPOLTINA SPACE STAMNDPARRS AND T'ACTOrS

Hrs 7 Stn  NASK NASF
W _0ec  Stn_ NSIL
1. Classrooms 30 607 15 0.83
2. Laboratories (by 12 NASF/Stn allotmeats)
1 20 80% 32 2.00
2 20 80% 40 2.50
3 20 80% 48 3.00
4 20 8n% 56 3.50
5 20 80% 64 4,00
6 20 80% 72 4.50
7 20 807% 80 5.00
8 20 807 26 6.00
9 20 807 112 7.00
10 20 807 128 8.00
11 20 807% 144 9,00
12 20 80% 160 10.00
3. Offices
Faculty--—-—-=--=---~ 140 NASF/FTE faculty
Admintstration---150 NASF/FTE administration staff
Conference~—-—-=---- 50 NASF/FTE administration staff

4. Libraries
: Stacks----,083 NASI'/Volume
: Study---~-- 6.25 NASF/TTE student
i Service---207 of stack and studv space

5. Physical Education---10 NASF/FTE student

6. lealth 1st 2000 students--~-—-—--- 4.0 NASF/FTE student
Next 3000 students-—-----—- 3.0 NASF/FTE student
Next 5000 studentg------- 2.5 NASF/FTE student
Next 5000 studentg---~--- 2.0 NASF/FTE student

Beyond 15,000 students---1.5 NASF/FTE student
7. General lUse---10-15 NASF/FTE student
8. Storage-—--2-4 NASF/FTE student

9. Physical Plant---2-37 of NASF
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Table 36: SOUTH DAKNTA SPACE STANDARDS AND TACTOPS

Room Type NASF/Stn Hrs/wk % étn Occ
Classrooms
Fixed seat 12 30 67
Movable seat 15 30 67
Seminar 20 30 67
Teaching lahs 30) 24 80
150)Range
Offices 120 SF/FTE Occ
Libraries-Study space 25 NASF/Stn for 20% of enrollment
Stack space 3 NASF/FTE student
Stack capacity 12 vols/Sq Ft of stack space
-57-
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Table 37:  SOUTE DAKOTA TNVENTORY AMD UTTLIZATION LATA

NASF NASF/Stn Hrs/wk % Stn Occ
1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968

Classrooms
Public 191,311 211,873 14.1 14,7 26.4 26.2 61.1 60.1
Private 78,172 84,233 13.8 14.5 19.3 18.9 51.5 52.3
Total 269,483 296,106  14.0 14.7 23,2 23,2  55.5 56.9

Class Laboratories

Public 300,372 317,342 40.1 40.3 15,1 15.8 - 74.4
Private 53,826 .55,988 29.0 29.1 7.9 8.4 - 66,6
Total 354,198 373,330 37.9 38.1 12.8 12.8 - n.a
: Offices
:i Public - 275,221 ~ 115.5 NASF/FTE Occ
Private - 58,157 - 132.1 NASF/FTE Occ
Total - 333,378 - 118.1 NASF/FTE Occ
|
; ~58- \
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Tahle V2 ITNAS SPACE STANDRARDS AND PACIONS

Hrs % Stn o NASE  NASK
Toom Tvpe Wk _ Nee Stn HSH
1. Classrooms a0 55% 15 0.9

2. Laboratories (by 13 subject ficld areas)

Architecture 20 607% 5% 4,40
Art 20 60% 60 4.80
Biology 20 6n7z 35 2,80
Chemistry 20 60% 45 3.60
Communication 20 60% 50 4,00
Languape 20 60% 35 2.80
Geolopy 20 6Ny 51 4,00
ltome Economics 20 607 45 3.60
Music 20 607 30 2,40
Physics 20 60% 45 3.60
Business Admin. 20 607 40 3,20
Education 20 60% 40 3,20
Enginecering 20 607 60 4,80

3. 0ffices-Professfonal---140 NASIV/FTE professional
Craduate------- 120 NASF/TTFE graduate assistant

4, Support---120 NAST/PTE staff
50 NASF/FTE hourly personnel

5. Conference---20 NASF/TTFE nrofessional
6. Research (by 21 rescarch ficld arcas)

7. Profaessional-Lg.---250 NASF/FTFE rescarch professional
Sm.--~-=50 NASF/FTF research professional

8, Graduate Assistant-lg.~---120 NAST/FTE rescarch graduate assistant
Sm.----40 NASF/FTE rescarch graduate assistant

9, Public Service---80 NASF/FTE

10, Storage---57 of NASF for orpanizational unit

-39«
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Table 39: VI®GTNIA SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

As Reported in North Carolina
Facilities Inventory and Utilization Study, 1968

Hrs/Wk X Str Occ

Classrooms 30 60

Class labs 20 80




Table 40: WEST VIRGINTA SPACT STAMDARDS AND UTTLIZATION DAY

As Reported in North Carolina
Facilities Inventory and Utilization Study, 1968

Standards Hrs/Wk % Stn Occ
Classrooms 30 66.6
Class labs 20 80.0

Utilization (1967)

Public Universities
Classrooms 25 84,1
Class labs 15 93.1
Public Colleges
Classroons 24 62.0
Class labs 17 12.4
Private Colleges
Classroons 27 57.9
Class labs 13 74,3
Junjor Colleges
Classroons 22 59.5
Class labs 18 65.9




Table 41: UISCONSTN SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS

1, Classrooms: 15 sq. ft./studenc station
+ 1 8q. ft. for service
4+ 0.5 8q. ft. for obsolescence
16.5 NASF/Stn

Hrs/Wk = 303 X Stn.Occ. = 0,67

Space factor = 16,5 = 0,821 NASF/uSH
0.67 x 30
2, Laboratories: NASF/Stn = 55 sq. ft. per station plus
16.5 8q. ft. fur service
Hrs/Wk = 24

X Stn.Oce. = 80
Space factor = 71.5 x hrgs. one student in lab
24 x 0,80

3. Offices: 135 NASF/FTE staff, to include service, conference, etc.,
as overall average

4. Libraries: Reading rooms 25 NASF/Stn x 20X earcllment
Carrel space 25X prad. students x 45 NASF/Stn
Office and auxiliary
support 135 NASF x FTE 11b staff
Stacks 10 vols/esq f¢, nunber of volunes

to be determined by university

-62-
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Table 42: WISCONSIN INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA

Summary of Net Assignable Space Occupled, Fall 1967

University of Wisconsin Wisconsin State University
{four campuses) _ ___(nine campuses)

Classroom 485,446 453,256
Class labs 632,649 674,470
Research 1,333,791 61,278
Office/conference 899,752 588,227
Library 414,526 247,808
Other study 34,558 32,747
Athletic & phys ed 462,600 517,148
Special use 77,680 209,489
General use 316,900 741,484
Support 203,784 318,403

Totals 4,%61,686 3,844,310

Utflfzation

University of Wisconsin Wigconsin State University

(four campuses) _(nine campuses)
Classrooms:
Avg NASF/Stn 11.97 14.90
Avpe Hrs/wk 26,54 31.43
Avg X Stn Oce $3.74 61.56
Factor 0.84 0.77
Class Laboratories!
Avg NASF/Stn 43.29 41.36
Avg Hra/wk 20,96 22.55
Avg I Stn Occ 74,63 75.20
Factor 2.1 2.47
-63-




APPENDIX C
ANNOTATED BIBLTOCRAPHY

Academy for Educational Development, Alliance for Greatness: A Comprehensive

Ald Advieory Commisqion State of Delavare, Feb. 1969,

Reports the extent, condition and utfilization of higher education
tacilities with data from three public and two private institutions.
Hakes recommendations in such matters as updatiag curriculum programs,
interinstitutional cooperation, an urban univeraity, technical and
continuiap education, research and development in higher education,
end enrollment projections.

Arkansas Commission on Coordination of Migher Educational Finance, A Study of
Physical Facilities at Arkansas Colleges end Universities; insting Facilities

1968, Projected }ac111;y Needs - 1975 and 1980, ®Report Number Two, July 1969.

,Comprehensive study of physical facilities including inventory, utiliza-
tion, and projected needs in 1975 and 1980 for 22 of 24 existing colleges
and universities. Enrollment projections made for all 24 instfitutions.

Barefther, Harlan D. and Schillinger, Jerry I., Universitv Space Planning,
The Univers{ty of Illinois Press, Urbana, I11,, 1968.

Texthook for general use by planners of higher education facilities
presenting a numeric method for deriving nhysical facility requirements
from academic program statemeants.

Bayless, Paul C. et al., Higher Educatfon in Indiana, Current Status Report 3,
Facilities Inventory - Utilization, 1968.

Detailed inventory and utilization data from 49 of 57 public and private
institutions of higher education in Indiana. Data grouped by source of
institutional support, enrollnent size of institution, and - in util{iza-
tion studies - by tvpe of program and day or evening, schedule.

Cleek, John E. and Coffelt, John J., Capital Improvements Program, The Oklalhoma
State System of Migher Lducatlon 1965 - 19175, Phase Two, Oklahoma State TRegents

for liigher Education, Oklahoma City, Feb. 1968.

Plan for comnletion of capital improvements program introduced in 19€4
with Phase One. Phase Two follovs mathods and claszsifications suppested
by U, S, 0Oftice of Fducation in 1967; includes inventory of existinp
space hy types, some measurcs of utilization, nrojections of future en-
rollment, projection of future space needs using standards and factors,
and estimated cost of reaquired building nropram. Data from 18 pudblic
institutions of higher education.
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Colorado Commission on lHpher Fducatfon, Canital Constructlon Pequirements

for llinher Fducation in Colorado, 1969-79, benver, Colo., 1968,

Summarizes canital construction requirements over a 10-year neriod.
Inventory data from 22 campuses, public and nrivate. Includes enroll-
ment pro,ectfons for cach camnus, <tandavds and factors in detail, and
estimates of additional space needed by tvne to 1979,

Colorado Commissfion on linher Fducation, Physical racilities, Colorado Colleges
and Universities, Sumplementary Analyses, Aupust 1969,

hirty-cipint pages of analvnes of inventory data supplementing a
January 1769, publication of nhvsical facilities data,

Cresap, ‘lcComick and Paset, ligher Iducation l'actility Needs fu the Commonwealth
of Kentucky, Vols. T and 11, for tie Lentucly “Counci) on Public Hipher Pdncation.

(hicapo, F11., 1968,

Lennthy, detailed report of a studv done Ly professfonal manasement
consultants for the Commonucalth of Kentucky to cstablish a comprehensive
program for facilities nlanni{np. Inventory, utflizatfen, and enrollment

data from all accredfted f{nstitutions {n Kentucky. Snace requirements
nrojected to 1978 for ecach institution from enrollment projections and

space factors and standards. Data correlated with U. S. Office of Education

putdelines.

Edcuatfonal Research and Services Corporatfon, Migher Fducation Physical
Facilfties Tnventory, Vol. 1, New Hamnshire Hipher Edvcation Facilities

Commission, “anchester, New Hampshive, 1969.

Study by prefessional consultants for state commissfon cevering 29 public
and private institutions of hipgher cducation. Inventorv fncludes land,
butldings, and room-hv-room data for cach respondinpg fnstitution, on

27 HFGIS forms.

Glenny, Lyman A., The Hebraska Study of llipher Fducation, Jan. 1961.

Studv nrepared for Nebraska Lepislatfve Council Committee on Hipher
Education, covers 22 institutions with repard to physical plants,
academic programs, faculties, administration, and finance. Reports
status of higher education,makes recommendations for prowth and improve=~
ment for public {nformation and pgutdance of legislative policy.
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lif1genberp, James F., et al., Space Inventory and Utilization Study, South
Dakota Commissiori on Higher FEducation Facilities, Pierre, So. Dakota,
Nov. 1968,

Annual revision and updating of reporting process begun in 1965.
Early reports were of utilization onlv: this {s first one with {in-
ventory data. Seven public and five private Iinstitut'ons of higher
education participated on cost-sharing basis. Physicul facilitfes
finventory by space categories according to U, S. Office of Educatfon
code.,

Hollis, Ernest V., and Stout, Minard W., liigher Educetion in Connecticut:
Report of a Survey, Vol. I, U, S, Office of Education, December 1964.

Study undertaken for the Connecticut Commissfon on Higher Educatfon
by a staff from the U. S. Office of Fducation. Explores status,
needs, roles, and scopes of various institutions with summary, con-
clusions, and recommendations for prowth and improvement of higher
educatfon.

Matsler, Franklin ¢., Space & Utilization Standards, California Public liigher
Education, Sacramento, Sent. 1966.

Renort to California‘’s Coordinating Council for l'ipgher Education on the
neco for space planninpg and utilizatton standards, anplication of
standards to the planning process, and sugpested standards for office,
iibrarv, classroom, and laboratory snace.

{{ssouri Commission on Hipher Fducation, Phvsic l;_gl fties Inventorv and
Utilization Dhata, }iasourf Collepes and Unfversities, afferson City, 0.,

1u1v 1969,

Compreliensive study with data from 12 pu“lic and 23 rrivate senior
collepes and universities, ecight nublic and seven private junfor collepes
six professional, and three theolopical schools. Space {s reported by all
combinations of type, control, function, ovmershin, and institutional
type suppested by U, §. Office of Education's 5th braft. Tncludes
standards and factors tentatively adopted by six institutions.

Montana State Commissfon for Higher Fducation, Facilities Planning Guidel'nes
Manual, Helena, Montana, 1969.

Instructions and sample forms for facilities faventory and utilization
study., Includes standards and factors for planninp classrooms, class

lahoratories, offices, departmental and orpanized research gpace, and

1ibraries.
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North Carolina State Commission on Higher Fducation Facilities, Facilities
Inventory and Utilizrtion Study, Fall of 1968, Paleigh, N. C., June 1969.

Complete inventory and utilization data for 17 public and 2% nrivate
senior colleges and universities, 12 public community colleges, 12 private
2-year col..eges, and 37 nublic technical institutes. Thorough discussion
of standards and space factors, scveral comparisons with other states,

no offictal standards indicated for this state.

Ohio Board of Regpents, 'laster Plan for State in iligher Education, 1966.

Recommendations by the Ohio Board of Regents for higher education in
the state based on a study of present factlities and operation and on
projections of future growth and needs.

Pace, John W., Leciter to O'llare Space Men, Towa State University, farch 24, 1969,

Lotter transmitting copies of letter, commentary, and tables to department
heads and chafrmen, Towa State University, explaining development and

use of standards and factors. Lists appropriate factors for various
programs and types of space.

Pinnell, Dr. Charles, Guidelines for Planning in Collepes and Universities,
Vol. IV, Texas A. &}, Un{verqitv. July 1968,

Report developed for Coordinating Board of Texas Collepe and University
System. Vol. IV covers procedures for establishinp an {nventory system,
analyzing at{lization of existing facilities, and nrojecting facility
needs through use of rlanning standards and factors.

Robert Meller Associates, Inc., ‘lectinp New Jersey Collepe and University
Factilities Needs through 1980, rerort to New Jersey State Commission for the
iligher Nducation Facilities Act of 1963, Aupust 1968,

Fmphasizes projection of additional facilitfes neceded by 1975-80 through
use of planning standards and enrollment projectfons. Thoroupgh statement
of planning standards! inventorv data limited to comparing planning
standards for a public commuter educatfon collepe with existing modules
at six state collepes,

Rovlandq, Ellis M., Procedures, Flanning Cuides and Coat DPata for Connun(&y

“m“““‘“‘“‘-—“““

Xibany. N. Y., Jnnuarv 1967,

A manual prescribing nrocedures and standards for planning and building
comaunity colieaes within the State University of New York with data on
cost of facilities already built,
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South Carolina Advisory Committee on Hipher FEducetion, Space Utilization Study

for Five State Suppurted South Carolina Colleges and Unfversities, November
1967,

Study performed by outside consultants for the advisory committee sets
up inventory procedure, inventories five institutions, analyzes utiliza-
tion of snace, 2nd compares utilization with penerally accapted standards.,

State Education Commission, State of Kansas, Physfcal Facilities of Colleges
and Universities in the State of Kansas, Topcka, Kansas, July 1969.

Discussion of planning standards:; one standard advanced for this state.
Complete inventory data for 47 public and private institutions, junior
and senior level. Space factors computed from inventory data as measurcs
of utilization.

State of Illinois, Board of Mipher Educatfon, State-Wide Space_Survey,
Springfield, 111., November 1966.

Extensive f{nventory data, utilization data, and indices batcad on responses
of 85 participating institutions from both public and private sectors at
every level of instruction.

State of New York, 0f€ice of Planning in Higher Education, New York State Hipher

e

Fducation, Facilities Comprehensive Planning Program, Space Inventory Report 2,
Albany, N, Y., Septemher 1969,

Precents space indices and ranges derived from inventory data of more
than 200 {nstitutions of hipher education at every degree level, hoth
public and private.

The Assoclated Consultants in Fducation, Inc., Florida Nigher Education
Facflities Studv, Tallahassee, Fla., 1969.

Forty-seven participating instituiions grouped as colleges and universitics,
both public and private, and all junior colleges. For each group, existinpg
faciiities are inventoried, utilization i{s analyzed, future enrollment is
projected, and future facility needs forecast using standards and factoers

for different types of space.

University of California, Office of the Vice President, Phvaical Planning and
Construction, Facilities Manuil, Part 6 Capital Improvement Program, April 1969,

Descriptive outline of project planning guide for proposing new facilities
to qualify for state capital fundinp. @ives nrocedure for translating
academic proprams and enrollment profections into facilitv requirerments
using standards for wveekly student hours, student station sizes and
utilization.
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1969-71 Coordinating

Wisconsin Coordinating Council for Higher Education, 19769-71 Coo;
Counci] for Wigher Fducation Mu:lding Priorities, CCVE #1154, Madison, Wis.,
Dec. 1968,

RIC

Includes two state svstems of higher cducation: University of Wisconsin
with four campuses, and Wisconsin State University with nine campuses.
For each campus there is an inventory summary, enrollment forecest,and
estimate of new facilities needed by 1972 using standards and factors

for planning.
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